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Abstract: Interagency personnel (employees of Soil and Water 
Conservation Districts - [SWCD], U. S. Department of Agriculture 
[USDA] Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service [ASCS], 
USDA Soil conservation Service [SCS], and University of Illinois 
Cooperative Extension Service [CES]) were surveyed via mail-letter 
questionnaire to assess the effectiveness of the Illinois 
Department of Conservation's Private Lands wildlife Management 
Program (PLP). Of 400 questionnaires distributed, 308 (77%) were 
filled out and returned. statewide, 82% of the interagency 
personnel were familiar with the PLP, and of those familiar, 98% 
had referred landowners to the program. SWCD and SCS personnel 
were more aware of the PLP, and had more positive attitudes toward 
it, than ASCS and CES personnel. Interagency personnel (all 
agencies combined) in Administrative Region 2 had a lower 
assessment of the PLP than personnel in the other regions. As 
viewed by interagency personnel, landowners have more wildlife 
projects than current PLP staff can handle. Most (87%) interagency 
personnel rated the promotion of wildlife management as somewhat 
important or very important and most (83%) also thought that 
wildlife and farming were completely compatible or very compatible. 
Increased interaction with interagency personnel will translate 
into improved wildlife management on private lands in Illinois. 
Hunting for cottontail rabbits, bobwhite quail, and pheasants 
are popular outdoor activities in Illinois. During the 1990-91 
season, these species were pursued by 71% of the state's 291,000 
licensed active hunters and accounted for 36% of the 6.9 million 
wild animals harvested (Anderson and Campbell 1991). More than 90% 
of the hunting activities directed toward these three species 
occurs on privately-owned lands (Anderson and David 1991, 1992a, 
1992b). Clearly, the hunting of rabbits, quail, and pheasants on 
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private property is important to sport hunting in Illinois. 
However, over the past 50 years, wildlife habitat in Illinois 
has been greatly reduced as a result of agriculture, urbanization, 
and industrialization. Gone from the state are more than 7 million 
acres of wetlands (80% decline), 20 million acres of grassland (99% 
decline), and 10 million acres of woodlands (70% decline) (Riley 
1978, Iverson et ale 1989, Neely and Heister 1989, Suloway et ale 
1992). Most species of birds and mammals inhabiting these areas 
have correspondingly declined (Neely and Heister 1989). Trends in 
habitat loss have been particularly acute since the 1960's, when 
nationwide farming practices underwent maj or changes. Increases in 
farm operating expenses and implementation of national farm 
policies promoting full production agriculture, particularly corn 
and soybeans, resulted in the removal of hedgerows and fencerows, 
and the conversion of wetlands, grasslands, and woodlands to 
croplands. 
During the 1970's and early 1980's, constituent groups, 
citizens, and political leaders became increasingly concerned about 
the crisis facing Illinois wildlife and their habitats, and of the 
need for reversing the downward trends. Thus, the Illinois General 
Assembly created the Private Land Wildlife Habitat Management 
Program (PLP) within the Department of Conservation (DOC) in 1985 
and funded it in 1986. This legislative action evolved from 
recommendations of the Governor's Wildlife Habitat Conference in 
1979, the Division of Wildlife Resources' Private Land Habitat 
Committee in 1983, and the Illinois Wildlife Habitat Commission in 
1985. Goals of the PLP are to protect, enhance, and develop 
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wildlife habitat on private land and to improve wildlife 
populations, soil and water conservation, and quality of life for 
all Illinois residents. 
One of the features of the PLP includes using team work and 
integrating the efforts of various governmental agencies involved 
with land use policies and practices, principally the Soil and 
water Conservation Districts (SWCD), U. S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS), 
USDA Soil Conservation Service (SCS) , and University of Illinois 
Cooperative Extension Service (CES). The combined efforts of 
personnel with these agencies extends the effectiveness of the PLP 
to protect and enhance wildlife habitat. The purpose of this 
survey was to evaluate the effectiveness of the PLP as viewed by 
these individuals, hereafter referred to as interagency personnel, 
and to make recommendations for improving the effectiveness of the 
PLP. 
METHODS AND MATERIALS 
A 3-page, 14-question questionnaire was developed specifically 
for surveying interagency personnel about the effectiveness of the 
PLP (Fig. 1). A total of 400 copies of this questionnaire, and an 
accompanying letter (Fig. 2), were sent to the SWCD, ASCS, SCS, and 
CES for distribution to field office personnel (about 100 per 
agency) in the various counties. The mailing date was 3 March 
1992. As of 1 May, 308 usable questionnaires were returned for a 
response rate of 77.0%. Questionnaires were received from 71 
personnel who represented SWCD, 97 who represented ASCS, 93 who 
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represented SCS, 57 who represented CES, and 3 who could not be 
identified as to agency. There were 12 individuals who represented 
SWCD and SCS, and 1 who represented ASCS and SCS. The subject of 
this survey was discussed with, and approved by, state-level 
personnel in each agency prior to mailing the questionnaires. 
Data were transferred from the filled-out questionnaires to a 
computer file using a data management program (Ashton-Tate dBASE 
111+). The data were analyzed with a statistical program (SPSS 
Inc. SPSS.PC+ V2.0). 
FINDINGS 
Responses to the questionnaire are summarized by agency and by 
administrative region in Tables 1-15. The data were also analyzed 
by agency within each region, but the small sample sizes produced 
unreliable results. 
Awareness of PLP and Referrals 
Based on responses to question #1, 82% of interagency 
personnel statewide were familiar with the PLP (Table 1). SWCD and 
SCS personnel were more familiar with the program than ASCS and CES 
personnel. Only about one-half (53%) of the CES personnel were 
familiar with the program. Similarly, interagency personnel in 
Administrative Regions 1 and 3 were the most familiar with the 
program, and interagency personnel in Administrative Regions 2 and 
4 were the least familiar. 
Of those interagency personnel who were familiar with the PLP, 
almost all (96-100%), regardless of agency or administrative 
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region, had referred landowners to the program (Table 2). The 
services associated with these refe~rals most frequently involved 
warm-season grass establishment and management (i.e., DOC plants 
with specialized seeder), which was followed in descending order by 
warm-season grasses (i.e., DOC provides seed), wetland management, 
wildlife management and habitat plan, windbreaks, and food plots 
(Table 3). Food plots were referred more frequently by ASCS 
personnel than by personnel of other agencies. 
Participation in PLP Workshops and Tours 
Overall, 71% of the interagency personnel had participated in 
~1 PLP sponsored workshops or tours (Table 4). The percentage was 
highest for ASCS personnel and lowest for SCS personnel. 
Similarly, for all interagency personnel combined, the percentage 
who had participated in a workshop or tour was highest in 
Administrative Region 2 and lowest in Administrative Regions 1 and 
3. The subject most frequently covered at these workshops/tours 
was wildlife management (Table 5). Warm-season grass prescribed 
burn was second, which was followed by warm-season grass 
establishment and management, wetlands, and windbreaks/shelter. 
Contact with PLP Staff 
A majority (55%) of interagency personnel had contact with PLP 
staff at monthly or 3-month intervals (Table 6). Another sizeable 
portion (17%) had contact every 6 months. Contacts with PLP staff 
appeared to be more frequent for SWCD and SCS personnel than for 
ASCS and CES personnel. For all interagency personnel combined, 
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contacts were clearly less frequent in Administrative Region 2 than 
in the other regions. 
When asked to assess the amount of contact with PLP staff, 71% 
of the interagency personnel thought it was adequate (Table 7). 
The percentage was highest for ASCS personnel (80%) and lowest for 
CES personnel (57%). When viewed relative to regions, interagency 
personnel in Administrative Region 4 expressed the highest level of 
satisfaction (89%) with the amount of contact with PLP staff and 
those in Administrative Region 2 expressed the lowest satisfaction 
(47%). Lack of time on the part of PLP staff was the overwhelming 
reason given by interagency personnel for believing that contact 
was inadequate (Table 8). 
Helpfulness of PLP 
Slightly more than one-half (53%) of the interagency personnel 
indicated that cooperation of PLP staff was very helpful in 
accomplishing their (interagency) job (Table 9). Another 40% 
thought the cooperation was somewhat helpful, and 6% said that 
cooperation was of no help. SWCD personnel assessed the 
helpfulness of cooperation with PLP staff relatively high, and CES 
assessed it relatively low. Similarly, 89% of interagency 
personnel in Administrative Region 4 assessed cooperation with PLP 
staff as very helpful. This is in sharp contrast to interagency 
personnel in Administrative Region 2, where only 33% assessed 
cooperation as very helpful. 
When interagency personnel were asked to assess the 
helpfulness of selected services provided by PLP staff in assisting 
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with their (interagency) job, majorities (>50%) indicated that 
planting materials, technical advice directly to landowners, 
technical advice to landowners through interagency personnel, and 
incentives to landowners for wildlife management, were either very 
helpful or somewhat helpful (Table 10). However, majorities of 
interagency personnel thought that workshops for interagency 
personnel, workshops for landowners, and on-farm demonstrations of 
wildlife conservation practices, were of no help or they had no 
opinion about these services. SWCD and SCS personnel tended to be 
more positive about the helpfulness of the projects than ASCS and 
CES personnel. Similarly, interagency personnel in Administrative 
Region 5 were more positive than interagency personnel in the other 
regions. 
Majorities (>50%) of interagency personnel assessed the 
helpfulness of selected services in achieving wildlife conservation 
through PLP efforts as either very or somewhat helpful (Table 11). 
SWCD and SCS personnel considered the services more helpful than 
did ASCS and CES personnel. Conversely, it appeared that 
interagency personnel in Administrative Regions 2 and 5 were less 
positive about some services than personnel in the other regions. 
However, Region 2 personnel rated direct technical advice higher 
than did personnel in other regions. 
Successfulness of PLP 
When asked to assess the successfulness of selected PLP 
projects, 53-87% of the interagency personnel thought they were 
either very successful or somewhat successful (Table 12). CES 
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personnel tended to rate successfulness of the projects lower than 
did personnel of the other agencies. Also, interagency personnel 
in Administrative Region 2 tended to rate the successfulness of the 
programs, especially soil conservation, at lower levels than did 
interagency personnel in the other regions. 
Importance and Compatibility of PLP 
A majority (58%) of the interagency personnel rated the 
promotion of wildlife management in their farm management planning 
with landowners as somewhat important (Table 13). Another 29% 
considered the promotion of wildlife management as very important 
and 13% believed it not important. SWCD and SCS personnel were 
more apt to rate the promotion of wildlife management as very 
important, and less apt to rate it as not important, than ASCS and 
CES personnel. For all agencies combined, personnel in 
Administrative Regions 2, 3, and 5 rated the promotion of wildlife 
management as more important than did personnel in Administrative 
Regions 1 and 4. 
A plurality (43%) of the interagency personnel thought that 
wildlife and farming were very compatible (Table 14). Another 40% 
believed they were somewhat compatible, and 13% indicated they were 
completely compatible. Only 2% of the personnel expressed the 
opinion that wildlife and farming were not compatible. SWCD and 
ASCS personnel were more positive about the compatibility of 
wildlife and farming than ASCS and CES personnel. Interagency 
personnel in Administrative Region 1 were the most positive, and 
those in Administrative Region 4 the least positive, about the 
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compatibility of wildlife and farming. 
About one-half (52%) of the interagency personnel rated 
wildlife habitat on most farms they visited as fair (Table 15). An 
additional 27% rated wildlife habitat as good, and 18% rated it as 
poor. Only 5% of the interagency personnel rated wildlife habitat 
on Illinois farms as excellent. ASCS personnel were less apt to 
rate wildlife habitat as poor than personnel of the other agencies. 
with regards to region, 48% of interagency personnel in 
Administrative Region 5 rated wildlife habitat as good or 
excellent. In contrast, 21-26% of the interagency personnel in the 
other regions rated wildlife habitat as good or excellent. 
DISCUSSION 
Because privately owned farmlands present a difficult 
challenge, many wildlife managers recognize the need for a 
coordinated program to implement integrated systems of management 
of soil, water, plants, and animals (Karr 1981, McConnell 1981, 
arady and Hamilton 1988). Efforts by the PLP and SWCDs, ASCS, SCS, 
and CES in Illinois to act in a coordinated manner are steps in 
that direction. The results of the present survey can be used to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the PLP as viewed by interagency 
personnel and to make appropriate recommendations to improve this 
program. 
Coordination with related agencies is an important goal of the 
PLP, and it is necessary for accomplishing the resource management 
objectives of the PLP and of related resource agencies (Karr 1982, 
McConnell 1981» . . Interagency personnel assessed cooperation with 
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the PLP as either somewhat or very successful in producing wildlife 
on the farm and farm-wildlife plantings. However, such cooperation 
was viewed as less valuable for soil conservation or wetland 
management, activities important to USDA agencies. The PLP-USDA 
cooperation could be more effective if interagency personnel 
thought there were more benefits for them from such interaction. 
The overall findings of this survey indicate that SWCD and SCS 
personnel were more familiar with the PLP and had more positive 
attitudes toward it than ASCS and CES personnel. Compared to ASCS 
and CES personnel, SWCD and SCS personnel had more contact with PLP 
staff and viewed the PLP as more helpful in conducting their 
(interagency) job. SWCD and SCS personnel also rated the 
importance of promoting wildlife management and the compatibility 
of wildlife and farming at higher levels than did ASCS and CES 
personnel. 
Interagency personnel rated planting materials and technical 
advice direct to landowners as the services most helpful for the 
~elated agency and for wildlife conservation. Interagency 
personnel likely viewed the various potential services in a manner 
similar to farmers--rural landowners in Missouri selected seed for 
food plots and technical advice as the type of assistance they most 
desired (Kirby et al. 1981). 
Services such as workshops, demonstrations, and incentives, 
which were rated somewhat less effective by interagency personnel, 
should be evaluated by the DOC for productivity. Such activities 
may accomplish DOC goals even though they are not recognized by 
interagency personnel as doing so. Field tours and demonstrations 
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have been shown elsewhere to be effective in influencing landowner 
decisions (Ramsey and Schult 1981) .. According to Schoenfeld and 
Griffin (1981), the effectiveness of persuasion is magnified by 
complementing media messages with local audience groups organized 
for listening, discussion, and decisions. 
Providing direct technical advice to landowners may be the 
single most productive method the PLP can employ. The overwhelming 
selection of information for such decision-making has been found to 
come from personal contacts (Ramsey and Schult 1981). However, 
other methods that magnify PLP staff efforts, such as workshops, 
demonstrations, and technical advice through interagency personnel, 
may be necessary because of under staffing and budget constraints. 
with regards to regions, interagency personnel in 
Administrative Region 2 appeared to have the lowest overall 
assessment of the PLP. Interagency personnel in this region 
ranked last or next to last in terms of being familiar with the 
PLP, frequency of contact with PLP staff, thinking that contact 
with PLP staff was adequate, rating the helpfulness of the PLP in 
conducting their job, and believing that wildlife and farming were 
compatible. Opinions in Region 2 may be related to the fact that 
the single PLP position in that region was vacant for several 
months during the lifetime of the program. 
These findings suggest that improvement in working relations 
with ASCS and CES personnel statewide, and with all interagency 
personnel in Administrative Region 2, would enhance the 
effectiveness of the PLP. Along these lines, it is encouraging to 
note that almost all interagency personnel who were familiar with 
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the PLP had referred landowners to the program. In other words, if 
interagency personnel knew about. PLP, they had utilized it. 
Conversely, if they were less aware of the PLP (i.e., ASCS and CES 
personnel and all interagency personnel in Administrative Region 
2), interagency personnel had a lower overall assessment of the 
program. It would appear that more frequent contact with these 
people, and acceleration in flow of information to them, would go 
hand in hand with improving the effectiveness of the PLP. 
When asked why contact with PLP staff was inadequate, 
interagency personnel overwhelmingly indicated a lack of time on 
the part of PLP biologists. Thus, in the eyes of interagency 
personnel, landowners have more projects than current PLP staff can 
handle during normal working hours. This is both encouraging and 
discouraging. Encouraging because landowners are interested in 
wildlife projects. Discouraging because the DOC lacks the resorces 
to adequately address all potential wildlife projects on private 
lands. An obvious solution to this dilemma is to increase PLP 
staffing and to fill vacancies in a timely manner. However, 
extension activities through cooperating agencies and conservation 
organizations and self-help materials can go a long way towards 
addressing the demand. The PLP should examine ways to more 
efficiently provide its services, and it should continue to work 
through and with partners. 
It is heartening to note that 87% of the interagency personnel 
rated the promotion of wildlife management as somewhat important or 
very important and that 83% of them thought that wildlife and 
farming were completely compatible or very compatible. These 
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findings suggest that most interagency personnel are aware of the 
value of wildlife and believe that wildlife management can coexist 
with good farming practices. with increased interaction and 
cooperation with PLP staff, the positive attitudes of interagency 
personnel will ultimately translate into improved wildlife 
management projects on private lands in Illinois .. 
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Table 1. Percentage of interagency personnel who were familiar 
with the DOC Private Lands wildlife Program. Sample 
sizes are in parentheses. 
By Agency· 
SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
(71 ) (97) (93) (57) (308) b 
93.0% 79.4% 96.8% 52.6% 82.1% 
By DOC Administrative Region 
1 2 3 4 5 

(65) (26) (102) (27) (69) 
92.3 69.2 88.2 66.7 76.8 
·SWCD = Soil and Water Conservation District, ASCS = u.S. 
Department of Agriculture Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service, SCS = u.S. Department of Agriculture Soil 
Conservation Service, CES = University of Illinois Cooperative 
Extension Service. 
bThe sample size for all agencies is less than the sum of the 
samples for each of the agencies because some personnel represented 
>1 agency. 
Table 2. 	 Percentage of interagency personnel who have referred 
landowners to Private Lands Biologists. Sample sizes are 
in parentheses. 
By Agency 
SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
(66) a (77) (90 ) (30 ) (253) 
98.5% 96.1% 97.8% 96.7% 97.6% 
By Administrative Region 
1 2 3 4 5 
(60) (18) ( 90) (18) (53) 
95.0 100 98.9 100 98.1 
-Interagency personnel who were familiar with the DOC Private 
Lands Wildlife Program. 
Table 3. 	 The types of services involved when interagency personnel 
referred landowners to Private Lands Biologists. Sample sizes 
are in parentheses. 
By Agency 
service 	 SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
(74) (88) (29) (247) 
Warm-season grass 
establishment and 
management 73.8 48.6 77.3 72.4 67.6 
Wetland management 38.5 28.4 44.3 41.4 37.2 
Windbreaks 
Warm-season grassesb 
24.6 
38.5 
13.5 
27.0 
19.3 
54.5 
24.1 
27.6 
19.0 
38.9 
Food plots 12.3 27.0 6.8 0.0 13.4 
wildlife management 
and habitat plan 18.0 20.3 13.6 13.8 21.9 
OtherC 35.4 27.0 65.9 17.2 41.3 
By Administrative Region 
Service 	 1 2 3 4 
Warm-season grass 
establishment and 
management 
Wetland management 
Windbreaks bWarm-season grasses
Food plots 
Wildlife management 
and habitat plan 
Other 
(60) 
65.0 
43.0 
16.7 
43.3 
20.0 
18.3 
30.0 
(18) 
61.1 
38.9 
16.7 
27.8 
16.7 
33.3 
55.6 
(89) 
65.2 
33.7 
21.3 
38.2 
16.9 
14.6 
33.7 
(18) 
88.9 
44.4 
16.7 
38.9 
11.1 
33.3 
22.2 
(52) 
65.4 
38.5 
21.2 
40.4 
1.9 
19.2 
48.1 
IInteragency personnel who had referred landowners to Private Lands 
Biologists. 
bRequests 	for grass seed only. 
CIncludes 	15 miscellaneous services. 
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Table 4. 	 Percentage of interagency personnel who have 
participated in ~1 Private Lands Program sponsored 
workshops or tours. Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
By Agency 
SWCD ASCS · SCS CES All 
(65) (77) (90) (30) (252 ) 
66.2% 87.0% 62.2% 76.7% 71. 4% 
By Administrative Region 
1 2 3 4 5 

(59 ) (18) ( 90) (18) (53) 
67.8 88.9 66.7 72.2 75.5 
Table 5. 	 The topics covered at Private Lands Program sponsored 
workshops and tours that interagency personnel have attended. 
Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
By Agency 
Topic 	 SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
(22) • (10) (34 ) (7) (72) 
wildlife management 72.7% 60.0% 64.7% 85.7% 68.1% 
Windbreaks/shelter 22.7 0.0 8.8 14.3 12.5 
Warm-season grass 
prescribed burnb 36.4 40.0 61. 8 42.9 48.6 
Warm-season grass 
establishment and 
management 36.4 20.0 38.2 28.6 33.3 
Wetlands 13.6 10. O. 26.5 0.0 16.7 
Other 9.1 20.0 5.9 14.3 9.7 
By Administrative Region 
Topic 1 2 3 4 5 
(19) (2) (30) (5) (13) 
Wildlife management 60.0 100 66.7 100 53.8 
Windbreaks/shelter 5.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 
Warm-season grass 
prescribed burnb 65.0 50.0 33.3 40.0 69.2 
Warm-season grass 
establishment and 
management 40.0 50.0 40.0 0.0 23.1 
Wetlands 15.0 50.0 16.7 20.0 15.4 
OtherC 5.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 7.7 
8Interagency personnel who had attended ~1 workshops or tours. 

bThe burning of established warm-season grass. 

CIncludes 6 miscellaneous topics. 

Table 6. 	 Frequency of contact that interagency personnel have had 
with Private Lands Biologists. Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
By Agency 
Frequency SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
(66) 	 (77) (90 ) (30) (253 ) 
Daily 0.0% 1. 3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 
Weekly 9.1 5.2 7.8 3.3 6.3 
Monthly 31.8 13.0 32.2 10.0 27.3 
3 months 30.3 26.0 30.0 20.0 27.3 
6 months 10.6 26.0 11.1 20.0 17.4 
Annual 9.1 18.2 10.0 20.0 13.0 
Other 9.1 10.4 8.9 26.7 11. 5 
By Administrative Region 
Frequency 1 2 3 4 	 5 
(60) 	 (18) (90) (18) (53) 
Daily 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Weekly 11.7 0.0 5.6 11.1 3.8 
Monthly 26.7 0.0 28.9 38.9 18.9 
3 months 23.3 27.8 20.0 33.3 37.7 
6 months 13.3 22.2 18.9 11.1 18.9 
Annual 10.0 22.2 18.9 0.0 11.3 
Other 13.3 27.8 18.9 5.6 9.3 
Table 7. 	 Assessment by interagency personnel of the amount of 
contact between them and Private Lands Biologists. Sample 
sizes are in parentheses. 
By Agency 
SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
( 66) (76) (89) (30 ) (251) 
Adequate 74.2% 80.3% 66.3% 56.7% 70.9% 
Inadequate 25.8 19.7 33.7 43.3 29.1 
By Administrative Region 
1 	 2 3 4 
(60) (17) ( 90) (18) (52) 
Adequate 66.7 47.1 72.2 88.9 73.1 
Inadequate 33.3 52.9 27.8 11.1 26.9 
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Table 8. 	 Reasons given by interagency personnel for inadequate 
contact between them and Private Lands Biologists. Sample 
sizes are in parentheses. 
By Agency 
Reason 	 SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
PLB's lack time 
Lack of information 
Misc. 
(15) • 
80.0% 
6.7 
13.3 
(14) 
64.3% 
21.4 
14.3 
(29 ) 
69.0% 
6.7 
24.3 
(13) 
46.2% 
30.8 
23.0 
(69) 
68.1% 
14.5 
17.1 
By Administrative Region 
Reason 	 1 2 3 4 5 
(18) (9) (23) (2) (14) 
PLB's lack time 83.3 22.2 69.6 50.0 92.9 
Lack of information 5.6 11.1 17.4 50.0 7.1 
Misc. 11.1 66.7 13.0 0.0 0.0 
-Interagency personnel who believed that the amount of contact 
was inadequate. 
Table 9. 	 Assessment by interagency personnel of the helpfulness of 
cooperation with Private Lands Biologists in accomplishing 
their (interagency) job. Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
By Agency 
Helpfulness 	 SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
(64) (77) (88) (29) (250 ) 
Very 64.1% 48.1% 59.1% 37.9% 53.2% 
Somewhat 29.7 48.1 31.8 58.6 40.4 
Not 6.2 3.8 9.1 3.5 6.4 
By Administrative Region 
Helpfulness 	 1 2 3 4 
(59) (18) (89) (18) (53) 
Very 64.4 33.3 51.7 88.9 43.4 
Somewhat 28.8 50.0 44.9 11.1 50.9 
Not 6.8 16.7 3.4 0.0 5.7 
5 
Table 10. 	 Assessment by interagency personnel of the helpfulness of 
selected services, provided by Private Lands Biologists, in 
assisting with their (interagency) job. Sample sizes are 
in parentheses. 
By Agency 
Service/ 
Helpfulness SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
Workshops for 
interagency personnel 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No opinion 
Workshops for 
landowners 

Very 

Somewhat 

Not 

No opinion 

On-farm demon­
strations of wildlife 
conservation practices 
Very 

Somewhat 

Not 

No opinion 

Planting materials 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No opinion 
Technical advice 
directly to landowners 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No opinion 
(66) 
16.7% 
27.3 
28.8 
27.2 
(66) 
18.2 
33.3 
19.7 
28.8 
(64) 
31.3 
17.2 
26.5 
0.0 
(66) 
69.7 
22.7 
6.1 
1.5 
(65) 
64.6 
24.6 
4.6 
6.2 
(75) 
2.7% 
14.7 
32.0 
50.6 
(74). 
8.1 
20.3 
23.0 
48.6 
(73) 
11. 0 
27.4 
17.8 
43.8 
(75) 
53.3 
29.3 
9.4 
8.0 
(74) 
47.3 
29.7 
4.1 
18.9 
(87) 
17.2% 
23.0 
40.2 
19.6 
(85) 
22.4 
25.9 
35.3 
16.4 
(86) 
25.6 
27.9 
27.9 
18.6 
(87) 
65.5 
25.3 
6.9 
2.3 
(86) 
69.8 
22.1 
4.7 
3.4 
(28) 
3.6% 
14.3 
46.4 
35.7 
(28) 
7.1 
25.0 
32.1 
35.8 
(28) 
21.4 
21.4 
21. 4 
35.8 
(28) 
25.0 
35.7 
10.7 
28.6 
(28) 
46.4 
17.9 
7.1 
28.6 
(246 ) 
11. 4% 
20.7 
35.4 
32.5 
(243) 
15.2 
26.3 
26.3 
32.2 
(242) 
21.5 
25.2 
23.1 
30.2 
(246) 
58.1 
26.8 
8.1 
7.0 
(244) 
58.2 
25.4 
4.9 
11. 5 
Table 10 - continued 
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Technical advice to 
landowners through 
interagency personnel 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No opinion 
(65) 
40.0 
30.8 
21.5 
7.7 
(76) 
18.4 
42.1 
25.0 
14.5 
(87) 
35.6 
42.5 
19.5 
2.4 
(28) 
14.3 
32.1 
28.6 
25.0 
(246 ) 
28.9 
38.6 
22.4 
10.1 
Incentives to land­
owners for wildlife 
management 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No opinion 
(65) 
38.5 
33.8 
12.3 
15.4 
(75) 
26.7 
33.3 
10.7 
29.3 
(84 ) 
40.5 
35.7 
11. 9 
11. 9 
(28) 
17.9 
42.9 
10.7 
28.5 
(243) 
32.1 
35.8 
11. 9 
20.2 
Service/ 
Helpfulness 1 
By 
2 
Administrative Region 
3 4 5 
Workshops for 
interagency personnel (58) (15) (88) (18 ) (53) 
Very 13.8 6.7 14.8 16.7 1.9 
Somewhat 22.4 20.0 17.0 33.3 18.9 
Not 35.5 40.0 34.1 22.2 41.5 
No opinion 29.3 33.3 34.1 27.8 37.7 
Workshops for 
landowners (58) (14) (88) (17) (53) 
Very 13.8 21.4 14.8 17.6 13.2 
Somewhat 32.8 0.0 30.7 23.5 20.8 
Not 25.9 14.3 23.9 23.5 32.0 
No opinion 27.5 64.3 30.6 35.4 34.0 
On-farm demon­
strations of wildlife 
conservation practices (58) (14) (88) (17) (53) 
Very 20.7 21.4 26.1 23.5 15.1 
Somewhat 27.6 14.3 21.6 41.2 26.4 
Not 22.4 14.3 21.6 11. 8 30.2 
No opinion 29.3 50.0 30.7 23.5 28.3 
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Planting materials 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No opinion 
Technical advice 
directly to landowners 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No opinion 
Technical advice to 
landowners through 
interagency personnel 
Very 

Somewhat 

Not 

No opinion 

Incentives to land­
owners for wildlife 
management 
Very 

Somewhat 

Not 

No opinion 

(58) 
58.6 
29.3 
8.6 
3.5 
(58) 
58.6 
27.6 
1.7 
12.1 
(58) 
24.1 
43.1 
24.1 
8.7 
(58) 
36.8 
35.1 
12.3 
15.8 
(15) 
53.3 
26.7 
6.7 
13.3 
(15) 
53.3 
33.3 
6.7 
6.7 
(16) 
25.0 
37.4 
18.8 
18.8 
(14) 
28.6 
42.9 
7.1 
21.4 
(88) 
50.0 
33.0 
8.0 
9.0 
(87) 
60.9 
20.7 
5.7 
12.7 
(87) 
28.7 
37.9 
24.1 
9.3 
(88) 
27.3 
35.2 
11.4 
26.1 
(18) 
77.8 
16.7 
0.0 
5.5 
(18) 
66.7 
27.8 
0.0 
5.5 
(18) 
55.6 
16.7 
16.7 
11. 0 
(18) 
44.4 
55.6 
0.0 
0.0 
(53) 
69.8 
17.0 
7.5 
5.7 
(53) 
56.6 
26.4 
7.5 
9.5 
(53) 
24.5 
47.2 
17.0 
11. 3 
(53) 
34.0 
30.2 
15.1 
20.7 
Table 11. 	 Assessment by interagency personnel of the helpfulness of 
selected services in achieving wildlife conservation through 
Private Lands Program efforts. Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
By Agency 
Service/ 
Helpfulness SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
Workshops for 
interagency personnel (66) (77) (90 ) (29 ) (252) 
Very 30.3% 9.1% 23.3% 17.2% 20.2% 
Somewhat 33.3 35.1 42.2 17.2 34.9 
Not 18.2 19.5 18.9 34.5 20.6 
No opinion 18.2 36.3 15.6 31.1 24.3 
Workshops for 
landowners 
Very 
(66) 
39.4 
(76 ) 
31.6 
(90) 
44.4 
(29 ) 
27.6 
(251) 
37.8 
Somewhat 31.8 30.3 28.9 41.4 31.5 
Not 13.6 5.3 12.2 6.9 9.6 
No opinion 15.2 32.8 14.5 24.1 21.1 
On-farm demon­
strations of wildlife 
conservation practices 
Very 
(65) 
56.9 
(76 ) 
27.6 
(88) 
50.0 
(29 ) 
34.5 
(247) 
43.3 
Somewhat 18.5 32.9 28.4 37.9 27.5 
Not 12.3 1.3 6.8 3.4 6.1 
No opinion 12.3 38.2 14.8 24.2 23.1 
Planting materials (66) (76 ) (90 ) (29) (250) 
Very 83.3 53.9 80.0 31. 0 67.2 
Somewhat 10.6 35.5 16.7 44.8 23.6 
Not 4.5 1.3 1.1 0.0 2.0 
No opinion 1.6 9.3 2.2 24.2 7.2 
Technical advice 
directly to landowners (66) (75) (90) (29) (249) 
Very 71.2 56.0 80.0 55.2 67.9 
Somewhat 18.2 28.0 12.2 27.6 20.1 
Not 4.5 2.7 3.3 0.0 2.8 
No opinion 6.1 13.3 4.5 17.2 9.2 
Table 11 - continued 
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Technical advice to 
landowners through 
interagency personnel (65) (76) (90) (29) (249) 
Very 49.2 18.4 45.6 6.9 33.7 
Somewhat 30.8 50.0 37.8 41.4 40.2 
Not 12.3 17.1 12.2 31.0 15.7 
No opinion 7.7 14.5 4.4 20.7 10.4 
Incentives to land­
owners for wildlife 
management (66) (75) (90) (29) (249) 
Very 56.1 38.7 61.1 31.0 49.0 
Somewhat 25.8 37.3 28.9 37.9 31.3 
Not 6.1 2.7 3.3 0.0 3.6 
No opinion 12.0 21.3 6.7 31.1 16.1 
By Administrative Region 
Service/ 
Helpfulness 1 2 3 4 5 
Workshops for 
interagency personnel (59) (17) (90 ) (18) (54) 
Very 23.7 5.9 21.1 22.2 14.8 
Somewhat 42.4 35.3 31.1 33.3 37.0 
Not 15.3 47.1 16.7 11.2 27.8 
No opinion 18.6 11.7 31.1 33.3 20.4 
Workshops for 
landowners (59) (17) (90) (18) (53) 
Very 44.1 41.2 36.7 38.9 32.1 
Somewhat 27.1 17.6 35.6 27.8 34.0 
Not 5.1 23.5 6.7 11.1 13.2 
No opinion 23.7 17.6 21. 0 22.2 20.7 
On-farm demon­
strations of wildlife 
conservation practices (59) (16) (89) (17) (53) 
Very 42.4 50.0 46.1 52.9 37.7 
Somewhat 32.2 12.4 23.6 29.4 30.2 
Not 3.4 18.8 4.5 5.9 9.4 
No opinion 22.0 18.8 25.8 11.8 22.7 
Table 11 - continued 
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Planting materials 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No opinion 
Technical advice 
directly to landowners 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No opinion 
Technical advice to 
landowners through 
interagency personnel 
Very 

Somewhat 

Not 

No opinion 

Incentives to land­
owners for wildlife 
management 
Very 

Somewhat 

Not 

No opinion 

(59) 
66.1 
28.8 
0.0 
5.1 
(59) 
66.1 
22.0 
1.7 
10.2 
(59) 
35.6 
44.1 
11. 9 
8.4 
(59) 
54.2 
32.2 
0.0 
13.6 
(17) 
58.8 
35.3 
5.9 
0.0 
(17) 
76.4 
11. 8 
5.9 
5.9 
(17 ). 
29.4 
29.4 
35.3 
5.9 
(17) 
41.2 
29.4 
11. 8 
17.6 
(90) 
61.1 
26.7 
2.2 
10.0 
(90) 
72.2 
15.6 
3.3 
8.9 
(89) 
29.2 
41.6 
16.9 
14.3 
(90) 
43.3 
34.4 
4.4 
17.9 
(18) 
88.9 
11.1 
0.0 
0.0 
(17) 
70.6 
29.4 
0.0 
0.0 
(18) 
55.6 
16.7 
22.2 
5.5 
(18) 
55.6 
33.3 
0.0 
11.1 
(53) 
71.7 
17.0 
3.8 
7.5 
(53) 
62.3 
22.6 
3.8 
11.3 
(53) 
34.0 
49.1 
7.5 
9.4 
(53) 
52.8 
26.4 
5.7 
15.1 
Table 12. 	 Assessment by interagency personnel of the successfulness 
of cooperation with Private Lands Biologists in promoting 
selected projects. Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
By Agency 
Project/ 
Successfulness SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
wildlife on farms 

Very 

Somewhat 

Not 

No Opinion 

New landowner contacts 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No Opinion 
Farm-wildlife plantings 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No Opinion 
Soil conservation 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No Opinion 
Wetland management 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
No Opinion 
(65) 
50.8% 
36.8 
6.2 
6.2 
(64) 
26.6 
39.1 
20.3 
14.1 
(64) 
50.0 
32.8 
10.9 
6.3 
(64) 
26.6 
35.9 
21.9 
15.6 
(64) 
21.9 
32.8 
15.6 
29.7 
(74 ) 
39.2% 
44.6 
6.8 
9.4 
(73 ) 
11.0 
32.9 
26.0 
30.1 
(76) 
30.3 
46.1 
7.9 
15.7 
(72 ) 
15.3 
34.7 
18.1 
31.9 
(73 ) 
9.6 
32.9 
20.5 
37.0 
(87) 
55.2% 
35.6 
5.7 
3.5 
(85 ) 
24.7 
42.4 
21.2 
11.7 
(87) 
51.7 
36.8 
8.0 
3.5 
(86) 
29.1 
46.5 
16.3 
8.1 
(86) 
23.3 
44.2 
15.1 
17.4 
(26) 
19.2% 
53.8 
7.7 
19.3 
(25) 
0.0 
48.0 
24.0 
28.0 
(27) 
33.3 
40.7 
7.4 
18.6 
(27) 
11.1 
40.7 
14.8 
33.4 
(26) 
0.0 
38.5 
23.0 
38.5 
(243) 
44.9% 
41.6 
5.8 
7.7 
(238) 
18.1 
39.1 
22.7 
20.1 
(245) 
41.6 
40.4 
8.2 
9.8 
(240) 
21.7 
40.8 
17.5 
20.0 
(240) 
15.0 
37.9 
17.5 
29.6 
Table 12 - continued 
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By Administrative Region 
Project/ 

Successfulness 1 2 3 4 

Wildlife on farms (57) (16) (89) (18) (51) 
Very 52.6 43.8 46.2 50.0 41.2 
Somewhat 35.1 25.0 40.4 50.0 45.1 
Not 3.5 6.2 6.7 0.0 7.8 
No Opinion 8.8 25.0 6.7 0.0 5.9 
New landowner contacts (55) (16) (86 ) (18) (51) 
Very 23.6 12.5 17.4 11.1 17.6 
Somewhat 34.5 37.5 36.0 66.7 41.2 
Not 20.0 18.8 20.9 11.1 29.4 
No Opinion 21.9 31.2 25.7 11.1 11. 8 
Farm-wildlife plantings (58) (16) (90) (17) (52) 
Very 46.6 50.0 40.0 52.9 36.5 
Somewhat 39.7 18.8 40.0 47.1 42.3 
Not 3.4 12.4 8.9 0.0 13.5 
No Opinion 10.3 18.8 11.1 0.0 7.7 
Soil conservation (56) (16) (87) (17) (52) 
Very 32.1 6.2 23.0 17.6 15.4 
Somewhat 33.9 56.2 26.8 52.9 44.2 
Not 17.9 18.8 19.5 0.0 17.3 
No Opinion 16.1 18.8 20.7 29.5 23.1 
Wetland management (56) (5) (86 ) (18) (52) 
Very 19.6 20.0 15.1 16.7 11. 5 
Somewhat 41.1 20.0 33.7 33.3 46.2 
Not 14.3 20.0 19.8 5.6 19.2 
No opinion 25.0 40.0 31.4 44.4 23.1 
Table 13. 	 Attitudes of interagency personnel toward the importance 
of the promotion of wildlife management in their farm 
management planning with landowners. Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
By Agency 
Importance 	 SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
(69) (95 ) (92) (52) (296) 
Very 39.1% 18.9% 38.0% 19.2% 29.1% 
Somewhat 59.4 56.8 58.7 59.6 57.8 
Not 1.5 24.3 3.3 21.2 13.1 
By Administrative Region 
Importance 	 1 2 3 4 
(64) (22) (101) (27) (65) 
Very 23.4 31.8 33.7 18.5 35.4 
Somewhat 67.2 54.5 51. 5 74.1 50.8 
Not 9.4 13.7 14.8 7.4 13.8 
5 
Table 14. Opinions of interagency personnel as to the compatibility 
of wildlife and farming in Illinois. Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
By Agency 
Compatibility SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
(71) (97) (93) (55) (304) 
Completely 15.5% 10.3% 17.2% 5.5% 12.8% 
Very 49.3 33.0 57.0 38.2 43.4 
Somewhat 32.4 51. 5 22.6 52.7 39.8 
Not 1.4 2.1 2.2 1.8 2.0 
No opinion 1.4 2~1 1.0 1.8 2.0 
By Administrative Region 
Compatibility 1 2 3 4 5 
(65) (26 ) (102) (27) (67) 
Completely 7.7 11.5 16.7 18.5 13.4 
Very 55.5 42.3 43.1 25.9 44.8 
Somewhat 33.8 34.6 37.2 51.9 37.3 
Not 1.5 3.8 2.0 3.7 1.5 
No opinion 1.5 7.8 1.0 0.0 3.0 
Table 15. How interagency personnel rate wildlife habitat on most 
farms they visit in Illinois. Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
By Agency 
Rating SWCD ASCS SCS CES All 
(70) (95) (93) (53) (299 ) 
Excellent 4.3% 2.1% 1.1% 7.5% 3.0% 
Good 21.4 31.6 29.0 26.4 27.4 
Fair 52.9 55.8 50.5 47.2 51.8 
Poor 21.4 10.5 19.4 18.9 17.8 
By Administrative Region 
Rating 1 2 3 4 5 
(64) (24) (101) (27) (66) 
Excellent 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 4.5 
Good 23.4 20.8 20.8 25.9 43.9 
Fair 54.7 50.0 55.4 66.7 40.9 
Poor 21.9 29.2 18.8 7.4 10.7 
ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION (IDOC) 

Division of WIldlife Resources 

Private Lands Wildlife Habitat Program 

Interagency Survey 

(circle number(s) for appropriate answer(s» 

1. 	 Are you familiar with InOC Private Lands Wildlife Habitat 
Program? 
(1) 	 No Please SKIP to Question 10 
(2) 	 Yes 
2. 	 Have you ever referred landowners to Private Land Biologists 
(PLB's)? 
( 1 ) 	 No 
(2) 	 Yes for which services? (1) warm-season grass 
establishment and management 
(2 ) 	 wetland management 
( 3 ) 	 windbreaks 
(4 ) warm season grasses 
, (5 ) other 
3. 	 Have you ever participated in any Private Lands Program sponsored 
workshops or tours? 
(1) 	 No 
(2) 	 Yes -- on which topics? 
( 1 ) 	 wildlife management (4) warm-season grass 
( 2 ) 	 windbr~aks/shelter establishment and 
(3 ) warm-season grass management 
prescribed burn (5) wetlands 
( 6 ) 	 other 
4. 	 Generally, what frequency of contact do you have with the PLB? 
(1) 	 daily (5) every 6 months 
(2) 	 weekly (6) annual 
(3) 	 monthly (7) other 
(4) 	 every 3 months 
5. 	 How would you describe the amount of contact between you and the 
PLB? 
(1) 	 adequate 
(2 ) 	 inadequate why? 
6. 	 How helpful is cooperation between you and the PLB in 
accomplishing you job? 
( 1 ) 	 very helpful 
( 2 ) 	 somewhat helpful 
( 3 ) 	 not , helpful 
Figure 1. The questionnaire used for the private lands wildlife habitat program ' 
interagency survey in 1992. 
Figure 1 - continued. 
7. How successful is cooperation between you and the PLB in 
promoting the following? 
HOW SUCCESSFUL? No 
Very Somewhat Not Opinion 
a. wildlife on farms ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
new landowner contacts 
farm-wildlife planting 
soil conservation 
wetland management 
( 1 ) 
( 1 ) 
( 1 ) 
( 1 ) 
(2 ) 
( 2 ) 
( 2 ) 
( 2 ) 
( 3 ) 
( 3 ) 
( 3 ) 
( 3 ) 
( 4 ) 
( 4 ) 
( 4 ) 
( 4 ) 
8. 	 How helpful is each of the following services, provided by the 
PLB, in assisting you in your job? 
HOW HELPFUL? No 
Very Somewhat Not Opinion 
a. 	 providing you with ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) (4 )
professional workshops 
b. 	 conducting workshops ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
for landowners 
c. 	 conducting on-farm ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
demonstrations of 
wildlife conservation 
practices 
d. 	 providing planting ( 1 ) (2 ) ( 3 ) (4 )
materials 
.~. 
e. 	 providing technical ( 1 ) (2 ) ( 3 ) (4 )
advice directly to 
individual landowners 
f. 	 providing technical ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
advice to landowners 
through you 
g. 	 providing incentives to ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
landowners for wildlife 
management 
9. 	 How helpful do you think each of the following services is in 
achieving wildlife conservation through Private Land Program
efforts? 
HOW HELPFUL? No 
Very Somewhat Not Opinion 
a. 	 providing you with ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
professional workshops 
b. 	 conducting workshops ( 1 ) ( 2 ) (3 ) ( 4 ) 
for landowners 
Figure 1. Continued - page 2. 
c. 	 conducting on-farm ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
demonstrations of 
wildlife conservation 
practices 
d. 	 providing planting ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 4 ) 
materials 
e. 	 providing technical ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
advice directly to 
individual landowners 
f. 	 providing technical ( 1 ) (2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
advice to landowners 
through you 
g. 	 providing incentives to ( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 
landowners for wildlife 
management 
10. 	 How important is the promotion of wildlife management in your 
farm management planning with landowners? 
(1) 	 very important 
(2) 	 somewhat important 
(3) 	 not important 
11. 	 To what extent do you think wildlife and farming are compatible 
in Illinois? 
(1) 	 completely compatible 
(2) 	 very compatible 
(3) 	 somew~at compatible 
(4) 	 not co~patible 
(5) 	 no opinion 
12. 	 How would you rate the wildlife habitat on most farms you visit? 
(1) 	 excellent 
(2) 	 good 
(3) 	 fair 
(4) 	 poor 
13. 	 For what county or counties do you have responsibility? 
14. 	 What agency do you represent? 
(1) 	 SWCD 
(2) 	 ASCS 
(3) 	 SCS 
(4) 	 Extension 
(5) 	 Other 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. 

WHEN COMPLETED, INSERT QUESTIONNAIRE INTO THE SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE 

AND MAIL. POSTAGE IS PREPAID. 

Figure 1. Continued - page 3. 
Illinois 	 Department of Conservation 
Brent Manning life and land together Director 
John W. Comerio 
Deputy Director LINCOLN TOWER PLAZA • 524 SOUTH SECOND STREET • SPRINGFIELD 62701-1787 
CHICAGO OFFICE • ROOM 4-300 • 100 WEST RANDOLPH. 60601 
Bruce F. Clay 
Assistant Director 
March 3, 1992 
Dear 
We are in the process of evaluating the effectiveness of certain 
programs and techniques for improving wildlife habitat on private
lands. A significant portion of our past and present efforts has 
involved cooperative work with and through related agricultural 
agencies. 
In order to gain more information about the effectiveness of our 
cooperative programs, a survey (copies attached) has been designed to 
obtain information and opinions from those related agency people with 
whom we have worketl in the past and wi th whom future cooperative 
programs are most likely. The information gained from this particular 
survey will help guide us in the decision making process as we attempt 
to modify and improve present programs. 
Since_ time always seems to be a cri tical element, we intend issuing 
only one mailing of the survey. As discussed by telephone, your 
cooperation in sending these survey forms through internal mailing 
processes to staff throughout the state along with your letter 
encouraging a timely response will increase the number of returns. 
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Sincerely, 
Lyle L. Adams 
Administrator 
Private Land Wildlife Habitat Program 
Figure 2. 	 The letter that accompanied the questionnaires sent to the SWCD, ASCS, 
SCS, and CES in Illinois in 1992. 
